3 whose execution was generally endorsed and even applauded by a large segment of the American public and many of his victims' families. But the calls for putting Timothy McVeigh to death were not unanimous. As Bud Welch, the father of one victim put it in an article he wrote in Time Magazine "To me the death penalty is vengeance, and vengeance doesn't really help anyone in the healing process. Of course, our first reaction is to strike back. But if we permit ourselves to think through our feelings, we might get to a different place. I was taught that even the souls of dastardly criminals should be saved. I think it is necessary, even for the soul of Timothy McVeigh. I think my daughter's position on this would be the same as mine." (Welch, 1997, p. 36) . It is the thoughts and sentiments expressed by people like Bud Welch that are of interest to us in this essay. We suggest that an alternative way of dealing with the feelings of injustice and betrayal that inevitably occur in workplace settings is to find ways of establishing a climate of reconciliation and forgiveness to help defuse the hostility that breeds destructive revenge.
Forgiveness is frequently thought of in the criminal context, such as the controversy related to the execution of Timothy McVeigh. Workplace forgiveness has many of the same cognitive and emotional elements that shaped peoples' reactions to Timothy McVeigh. An important difference between workplace forgiveness and forgiveness in the context of criminal punishment, however, is that the victims of crime seldom have to maintain a relationship with the person who harmed them. In contrast, people who have been seriously harmed by a co-worker often have to continue interacting as a requirement of their jobs. Thus, long-term relationship quality becomes an essential consideration in the workplace context that may not surface in the larger societal context.
Organizational research has primarily investigated revenge as a response to interpersonal offenses (Bies, Tripp, & Kramer, 1997; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Wall & Callister, 1995) and has mostly neglected forgiveness-a response perhaps better 4 suited to improving the quality of working relations. The organization sciences have produced very little theory and empirical research on forgiveness (for exceptions see Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2001; , although other other social science disciplines have begun to address this concept. In this essay, we briefly review some of this work, present an integrated definition of interpersonal forgiveness, and differentiate it from other constructs in an effort to encourage and guide future research.
WHY FORGIVENESS MATTERS
Forgiveness should be an important concern of both organizational theorists and practicing managers because it is a way for individuals to repair damaged workplace relationships and overcome debilitating thoughts and emotions resulting from interpersonal injury. Left unattended, damaged work relationships, and the resulting resentment and anger, can interfere with performance and productivity whenever people must work interdependently (Dutton, Ashford, Wierba, O'Neill, & Hayes, 1997; Heimer, 1992) . The care and feeding of workplace relationships demands sustained effort, but the care and feeding of workplace relationships has not always received top priority in organizations (Inkpen & Beamish, 1997: 195) . The organization sciences have begun to address this neglect. For example, the growing interest in studying the foundations of trust in organizations (see e.g., AMR issue introduced by Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998) showcases awareness about the importance of nurturing relationships. But trust does not constitute the full measure of ingredients necessary for promoting good relationships at work.
Events that undermine trust, such as breaches of good faith (Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998; Morrison & Robinson, 1997) , create the opportunity to forgive or to respond in another, perhaps retaliatory, fashion. Forgiveness therefore has potentially beneficial consequences if it allows trust to be 5 restored in the aftermath of interpersonal conflict. Conflict resolution and relationship building are matters of strategic choice that affect the relational assets of human and social capital so vital to organizational functioning (Pfeffer, 1998) . Forgiveness can act as lubricant in social relationships similar to Baron's (1990) analysis of humor, which he portrayed as an incompatible response technique that prevents aggressive conflict spirals. Similarly, forgiveness may be used strategically to defuse climates of hostility and feuding at work. As our title suggests, shove need not follow push.
HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF FORGIVENESS
Ethicists view forgiveness as a deliberate choice by an offended party to release negative emotions, like hatred, resentment, anger, contempt, and hostility towards someone who has caused moral injury (Horsburgh, 1974; Lewis, 1980; Murphy, 1988; North, 1987; Richards, 1988) .
However, ethicists disagree about whether forgiveness should be regarded as a moral duty or an unencumbered "gift" one bestows. Some philosophers, most notably Kant (1963) , believe that forgiveness is unethical because it subverts justice, arguing that wrongdoing must be justly resolved by compensatory action. Similarly, Hegel (1965) opposed forgiveness because it denied the offender his or her "right" to be punished. However, other philosophers (Horsburgh, 1974; North, 1987; Rainbolt, 1990; Richards, 1988) have argued that forgiveness may be compatible with justice, and that under certain conditions, one is morally obligated to forgive. For example, Horsburgh (1974: 272) argued that "...one ought always to forgive one's injurers so far as this lies in one's power."
Social scientists have only begun to study forgiveness systematically in the last decade. They find that in close relationships people often choose forgiveness as a constructive alternative to retaliation (Boon & Sulsky, 1997; McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997; McCullough et al., 1998; Rusbult, Verette, Whitney, Slovik, & Lipkus, 1991) . When people forgive, they willingly sacrifice some of their 6 interests for the sake of their partner or the relationship (Van Lange, et al., 1997) . The benefits of doing so are indicated by the fact that forgiveness increases peoples' satisfaction with and commitment to their relationships (Rusbult et al., 1991) . Benefits of forgiveness have also been found in studies of primate behavior (de Waal, 1989) and game theoretic simulations of social relationships (Axelrod, 1984; Hayashi & Yamagishi, 1998) . The game theoretic studies are particularly interesting because they provide a strategic basis for choosing forgiveness. Axelrod's (1984) famous computer tournament, which pitted various strategies against one another in a simulated Prisoner's Dilemma showed that the most successful strategy was tit-for-tat, or the norm of reciprocity. Although this norm prescribes retaliation when the other party does not cooperate, it also prescribes forgiveness after the other party cooperates. According to Axelrod (1984) , being forgiving is one feature of tit-for-tat that accounts for its success. Indeed, he even suggests that a strategic weakness of tit-for-tat is that it is "not forgiving enough" (p. 176). For example, if the other player defects once, tit-for-tat always responds with defection. If the player mirrors this response, then the result would be an unending cycle of alternating defections. Computer tournaments using more complicated environments support Axelrod's (1984) observations regarding the advantages of forgiveness. In one tournament, dyadic Prisoner Dilemma relationships were embedded in a larger network structure (Yamagishi & Cook, 1994) . The results showed that the most successful strategy brings back previously defected partners into a pool of potential partners. In other words, it "forgives" past transgressors.
AN INTEGRATIVE CONCEPTUALIZATION OF FORGIVENESS
We present an integrative approach to the concept of interpersonal forgiveness at work by first stipulating who forgives and who is forgiven. Because we view forgiveness as an individual's response 7 to moral injury, our definition is limited to the employee who directly experiences the consequences of an act that he or she judges to be morally injurious. This definition excludes coworkers who may have witnessed or heard of an employee being injured. Although these observers might empathize with the injured party and might even be indignant over the moral transgression the injury represents, their moral authority to forgive the transgression might be questioned or considered problematic (Tavuchis, 1991) .
Our definition is similarly restricted to interpersonal forgiveness between the victim and offender. Excluded from our definition are acts of forgiveness between groups as well as forgiveness directed toward impersonal entities like organizations. We do not imply that forgiveness has no relevance to such instances, but only that it seems useful to narrow theoretical focus when introducing a new concept. Having circumscribed the domain to which the concept of interpersonal forgiveness applies, we now offer the following definition:
Interpersonal workplace forgiveness is a process whereby an employee who perceives him-or herself to have been the target of a morally injurious offense deliberately attempts to: a) overcome negative emotions (e.g., resentment, anger, hostility) towards his or her offender, and b) refrain from causing the offender harm even when he or she believes it is morally justifiable to do so.
Several important features of our definition are worth noting. First, the person who forgives must first perceive having been morally injured. Second, the forgiver must believe that another party caused the harm, in the sense of holding that other party morally accountable for wrongdoing (Schlenker, 1997) . This does not imply that the party must have intended to cause harm, although some writers (e.g., Murphy, 1982; O'Shaughnessy, 1967) have argued that intent is necessary for forgiveness to be expressed (for a related discussion of volitional versus intentional betrayal, see Elangovan & 8 Shapiro, 1998). However, offenders may sometimes fail to realize how harmful actions have been; therefore, we view the requirement of intent as being too restrictive (Aquino, Grover, Bradfield, & Allen, 1999; Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998; Weiner, 1995) . Lastly, the forgiver must believe that he or she has a moral right, and perhaps even a moral obligation, to seek retribution by punishing or harming the offender.
At the cognitive level, forgiveness consists of a reduction in revenge fantasies or ruminations (Brandsma, 1982; Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978) . Concomitantly, the forgiver may cognitively reinterpret the offense episode and the actions of the other person (Adams, 1965; Walster et al., 1978) , alter attributions about the offender (Droll, 1984; Utne & Kidd, 1980; Weiner, 1995) , or cease to make condemning judgments about the person. At the affective level, forgiveness involves the replacement of negative emotions like resentment, anger, contempt, scorn with neutral or even positive ones (Tangney, Wagner, Hill-Barlow, Marschall, & Gramzow, 1996) . Eventually, these two processes may lead the offended party to experience a "change of heart" in which he or she begins to view the offender with greater understanding, empathy, and perhaps even benevolence (McCullough et al., 1997 (McCullough et al., , 1998 Enright et al., 1991; North, 1987) . The cognitive and emotional processes are interwoven in such a way that they reduce the negative intensity of one another in a reinforcing manner. Reduced ruminations lead to a lessening of negative emotional feeling, which leads to more positive reinterpretation which leads to even less emotional upset, and so on. Finally, at the behavioral level, forgiveness necessarily consists of not harming the offender.
Further possible behavioral consequences of forgiveness are that it can motivate employees to extend acts of conciliation and goodwill towards the offender and to overcome social estrangement.
Researchers refer to these behaviors as reconciliation (McCullough et al., 1997 (McCullough et al., , 1998 Rusbult et al., 9 1991). Some writers claim that reconciliation is the ultimate goal of forgiveness (Enright, et al., 1991) .
We do not share this view because we consider the concepts synonymous. One can forgive without reconciling because it is possible to surrender negative emotions without hoping to, or even wanting to, restore a relationship with the harm-doer. People sometimes forgive and move on, especially in the contemporary world of work. Conversely, a person might try to reconcile with someone even though he or she still has strong feelings of anger and resentment. This might be the case where a victim needs the harm-doer's cooperation and finds it expedient to maintain a relationship. For this reason, we believe forgiveness and reconciliation should be treated as related, but conceptually distinct responses to wrongdoing in organizations.
It should be emphasized that even though we state that forgiveness may not necessarily lead to reconciliation, forgiveness does not merely substitute indifference or inactivity for vengeance. Simply restraining oneself from seeking revenge can prove arduous if the offense has evoked powerful emotions. Changing the way one thinks and feels about the offender, or making the additional step toward reconciliation, poses similar challenges. For example, it seems reasonable to assume that a great deal of emotional and cognitive energy is expended when executing forgiveness strategies such as making an effort to understand the offender's motives, engaging in constructive dialogue, giving time or attention to the offender, or acknowledging one's own role in causing or contributing to the offense episode. In short, forgiveness is not easy and should not be confused with resignation.
Forgiveness is a way of actively coping with one's work environment. Latack (1986) conceptualized coping as control-or escape-oriented. Forgiveness is control rather than escape oriented because it involves an active effort on the part of the victim to change his or her feelings about and behavior toward the offender. This distinguishes it from simply avoiding or denying the problem.
10
Forgiveness is not forgetting that a wrong occurred (Smedes, 1984) . Rather, it involves a deliberate effort to alter how one thinks, feels, and behaves toward the offender, even when it may be within one's moral right to pursue retribution and experience anger and resentment. Lazarus (1991) differentiated problem and emotion focused coping. Forgiveness is a problem solving coping strategy in that it reconciles conflicting parties and salvages the social relationship for future interactions. If the problem is resistant to change, then forgiveness may be a purely emotion-centered coping strategy whereby the victim attempts to manage feelings of internal distress because nothing will change the relationship with the offender.
The construct of forgiveness shares certain similarities with other positive behaviors that follow wrongdoing, and it is important to define the domain by clarifying how it abuts other constructs.
Specifically, mercy, condonation, and amnesty are related to forgiveness but distinctly different.
Mercy involves refraining from exacting some debt or punishment that traditional morality would permit (Duff, 1990) . It is distinguished from forgiveness because mercy can be shown by anyone but only someone who is wronged can forgive. For this reason, some scholars identify forgiveness as a specific instance of mercy (Enright, 1994) . Our discussion of forgiveness therefore includes an essential interpersonal component not required in the granting of mercy.
Condoning an act is equivalent to denying the "wrongness" of an act. In contrast, with forgiveness, it is essential that the injured party recognize that what the offender did was wrong. The forgiver nevertheless chooses to change his or her feelings, thoughts, and behaviors toward the wrongdoer anyway (Nygaard, 1997) . We can, in short, forgive the sinner but not condone the sin. For example, in the context of employee theft, employers may forgive the employee-thief without seeming to condone the act of thievery.
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Amnesty or pardons are legal acts that relieve the offender from the consequences of some illegal activity. In the case of amnesty, the relief is even broader; the offender is released even from accused status and actually results in the offending act being considered acceptable (Nygaard, 1997) .
Forgiveness, by contrast, involves releasing negative affect --not just consequences of behaviors. It is highly personal and includes interpersonal interaction (Hunter, 1978) , whereas amnesty is often emotionally detached, and offered by third parties who have not suffered injury and hence have less emotional attachment to the perpetrator or act.
THE FUTURE OF FORGIVENESS IN ORGANIZATIONS
Organizational researchers interested in forgiveness have their work cut out for them. They need to create ways of investigating the construct, establishing some sort of baseline, and examining the outcomes of the construct. First is the issue of how to study this construct. Psychologists who have studied forgiveness have generally relied on self-reports because forgiveness is, by definition, largely intrapersonal. In the business setting, we can appreciate how researchers might devise a similar methodology in which people are asked to reflect on an episode of wrongdoing in which they were victims and to establish the aftermath. Relying on hindsight analysis, however, can be subject to charges of bias. Where field researchers attempt to investigate forgiveness in actual work settings, the problem of retrospective bias may taint the quality of responses. There are at least two possible methods to address this difficulty. One is to ensure that the harm or injury involved is of great importance to the worker because concerns about retrospective bias are lessened when the issue is a substantial one (Ericsson & Simon, 1984) . A second method is to engage in longitudinal studies to alleviate any type of retrospective issue at all.
One of the keys to successful scientific development of this construct will be to develop 12 unobtrusive measures of all the parts of the definition we have offered. Measurement tools must examine cognitive and emotional elements of forgiveness consistent with the formal definition. Do people feel they have been wronged? Do they believe that they could exact revenge? Do they choose to do otherwise? Do they actively choose to grant forgiveness to the perpetrator? Analytical tools need to answer these questions in order to assess empirically whether forgiveness has actually occurred according to philosophical interpretations of forgiveness. More objective, but still imperfect, ways to assess forgiveness may be through various somatic indicators of emotional stress like blood pressure or stress levels. One of the biggest challenges in measuring forgiveness is that the behavioral manifestations -withholding revenge and reconciling -may not necessarily indicate that true forgiveness has occurred. For instance, people may choose to refrain from revenge out of fear rather then because they have truly forgiven their offender. People might reconcile for reasons of expedience while still harboring negative thoughts and emotions. To truly get at the construct of forgiveness, therefore, would seem to require multiple assessment strategies that, by definition, would almost have to include some type of subjective self-report measure.
While wrestling with various measurement methods, researchers need to explore the issues of baseline and outcomes. By baseline we mean the occurrence of forgiveness within a specific organizational or cultural context. Establishing a baseline is important because organizational norms and cultural expectations can influence the individual's decision to forgive. One of the difficulties with the claim that forgiveness is beneficial to relationships is that people may take advantage of it. In the prisoner dilemma paradigm, for example, continual forgiveness against an opponent who continually defects leads to demise. When one party routinely takes advantage of another party, this obviously does not foster a healthy long term relationship. This possibility highlights the importance of considering 13 the environment in which an interpersonal offense occurs. If forgiveness has a relatively low baseline relative to revenge, then advocating forgiveness as a way to creating better long-term relationships in organizations may have limited success. However, as game theoretic studies (e.g. Axelrod, 1984 ) have shown, it is possible to establish a cooperative environment even in a sea of exploitative competitors if there are sufficient numbers of cooperators interacting with one another over the long-term. By analogy, it may be that a few people practicing forgiveness in a sea of vengeance-motivated co-workers may be able to establish a norm of forgiveness that transforms the environment.
Examining the impact of the consequences of forgiveness is crucial for establishing its value as a conflict reduction strategy. We have advocated the position that long-term relationships will benefit from forgiveness in the aftermath of wrongdoing. Although some studies support this view, a paramount research initiative should be to establish empirically the veracity of the claim that forgiveness improves relationships in organizations. Furthermore, it is unlikely that forgiveness improves relationships under all circumstances, meaning that organizational scholars will have to explore the contingent factors influencing outcomes.
CONCLUSION
Organizations often appear to be operating as steady state machines. However, the volatility of human interactions and relationships makes most organizations more like atoms that have unfathomable internal energy at their nuclei. Humans working together have endless opportunities to offend or harm others intentionally or unintentionally. An organization is a melee of relationships, alternating among firm and sound, unconnected, sordid, broken and angry, and changing. The quality of healing broken and changing relationships should profoundly influence how well an organization functions as well as the nature of work life within organizations.
